Introduction
The Government's Mental Health Bill 2 includes amendments to the Mental Capacity Act 2005 (MCA) intended to remedy the defects in domestic law identified by the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) in HL v United Kingdom (the Bournewood case). 3 The ECtHR found that where a mentally incapacitated adult had been deprived of his liberty by informal admission to a psychiatric hospital: a) the common law doctrine of necessity did not satisfy the "in accordance with a procedure prescribed by law" requirement in Article 5(1) of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR); and b) pre-Human Rights Act habeas corpus and judicial review proceedings were not capable of performing the court's function under Article 5(4) to review the lawfulness of a deprivation of liberty arising from mental disorder.
The judgment is relevant to anyone who has a mental disorder and is an informal patient in a psychiatric hospital or is resident in a care home, but only if the care regime deprives them of their liberty. The problem for the Government is that some people who may be deprived of their liberty in such circumstances are outside the scope of the Mental Health Act 1983 (MHA) detention powers and are thus caught in what has come to be referred to as the Bournewood gap. 4 The most obvious examples are those people who are in psychiatric hospital informally because they are compliant, those in care homes where MHA detention powers cannot be applied, and those in psychiatric hospital who have a learning This article considers the Government's legislative proposals against the domestic law background, specifically their relationship with existing detention powers in the MHA and the provisions already enacted by Parliament in the MCA which expressly do not authorise deprivation of liberty. Consideration is given to whether the proposed amendments to the MCA create undesirable overlap with the existing detention powers under the MHA.
The final part of the article questions the Government's approach to demarcating the boundary between the two detention regimes. It proposes that if MCA detention were confined to those who lack capacity and do not object to their care, compliance with Article 5 could be achieved more simply and at less cost than under the Government's proposed amendments to the MCA.
Historical background
If the proposed amendments to the MCA are a response to the ECtHR's decision in the Bournewood case, the case itself arose from the application of legal principles which had been developed in the course of modernising English mental health law during the twentieth century. Those principles determined where the line was to be drawn between psychiatric patients whose hospital care warranted the use of legal powers of detention and patients for whom such powers were not considered necessary.
The first significant legislative step in this process was section 1 of the Mental Treatment Act 1930, which followed a recommendation made in 1926 by the Royal Commission on Lunacy and Mental Disorder. 10 It provided for voluntary admission by allowing a person who was capable of expressing his or her wishes to make a written application to be admitted to a psychiatric hospital. Having been admitted on that basis the patient was entitled to discharge him/herself on giving 72 hours' notice.
The operation of this provision was considered by the Royal Commission on the Law relating to Mental Illness and Mental Deficiency (the Percy Commission) whose recommendations formed the basis for the Mental Health Act 1959. 11 Their main criticism was that the capability threshold for voluntary admission was too high with the consequence that powers of compulsion still had to be used in some cases where the patient was not unwilling to be admitted: The Percy Commission's most important proposal for reform of mental health law was that there should in future be a presumption in favour of informal admission and treatment. This placed the onus on the psychiatric patient positively to opt out of informal care, by objecting to it, thus to opt into a regime of compulsion. They saw this as placing psychiatric treatment in the majority of cases on the same foundation as other forms of medical treatment and they hoped that it would reduce the stigma associated with treatment for mental disorder. In referring to deprivation of liberty, the Percy Commission equated this with the use of coercion against the wishes of the patient; if he or she did not object, there was no deprivation of liberty and therefore no need to use legal powers of compulsion.
As enshrined in practice under the Mental Health Act 1959, and later under the MHA, the crucial distinction was between the unwilling patient, in respect of whom admission could only be under compulsory powers of detention; and all other psychiatric patients, who were to be admitted and treated without the use of formal powers. In deciding whether to use compulsory powers, it was not necessary to consider the patient's mental capacity. The sole question was as to the patient's volition.
Even if the basis for the distinction was clear, its application was not always straightforward. This contemplates that it is compatible with informal status for a patient to be prevented from leaving the ward, provided that their leaving the ward is not persistent and/or purposeful. Such patients, most of whom are elderly and suffering from dementia, are regarded as not unwilling to receive hospital care.
unanimous decision the following summer. 16 While there had been some understandable vagueness in the Percy Commission's report about the legal basis for admitting and treating a patient who did not express any wishes in the matter, all five Law Lords were clear that the correct legal description of HL was that he lacked capacity and that the necessary powers arose under the common law doctrine of necessity. Specifically, he lacked capacity to make the relevant treatment decisions arising from the consultant psychiatrist's clinical opinion that he needed to be admitted to Bournewood hospital for assessment and treatment of a mental disorder. The doctrine of necessity conferred on those caring for him all necessary powers to act in what they considered to be his best interests. Since the common law provided for this situation there was no need, and therefore no legal justification, for using compulsory powers under the MHA. Such powers were to be used only where there was no other lawful means of admitting and treating a patient.
The House of Lords' decision arguably left the legal landscape unchanged. The Percy Commission's presumption in favour of informal care for the 'not unwilling' had prevailed. The analysis in terms of capacity and incapacity appeared only to clarify the meaning of that phrase . Both the Mental Health Act Memorandum and Code of Practice were amended to make explicit that 'not unwilling' encompassed a patient who gives capable consent to admission, and also a patient who is mentally incapable of consent but not objecting to entering hospital. 17 The Code and Memorandum now implied four categories of patient: with capacity and consenting; with capacity and not consenting; without capacity and not unwilling; and without capacity and objecting. In order to know in which category any particular patient belonged it was first necessary to assess their capacity to consent to admission and treatment, where previously it had been sufficient merely to ascertain whether or not they were objecting to admission. There is no reason, however, to believe that this new analysis made any difference to the practice of those assessing patients for admission under the MHA. The crucial distinction remained that between the objecting or unwilling patient (with or without capacity), whose lawful admission requires the use of MHA detaining powers, and everyone else for whom informal admission is lawful.
Bournewood and deprivation of liberty
In the domestic courts there was a division of opinion among the judges as to whether, for the purpose of the habeas corpus proceedings, HL was detained while he was an informal patient in Bournewood hospital. All three Court of Appeal judges, together with two of the five Law Lords, concluded that he was detained. The remaining three Law Lords and the first instance judge were of the contrary view.
Among the judges who found that HL was detained, the crucial point was that he was not free to leave Bournewood hospital. On the second question, whether the deprivation of liberty was "in accordance with a procedure prescribed by law" as required by Article 5(1), the Court found that it was not. The basis for this conclusion was not so much that the doctrine of necessity was imprecise and uncertain but rather that "the further element of lawfulness, the aim of avoiding arbitrariness, has not been satisfied". The Court found that the application of the doctrine of necessity in HL's case lacked sufficient procedural safeguards: 19.27 of the Code fails to direct the reader to the crucial question which is whether the patient is being deprived of liberty. If the answer is in the affirmative, the HRA directs that, if possible, the deprivation of liberty be made compatible with the Article 5 "in accordance with a procedure prescribed by law" requirement. Moreover, given the Court's finding that HL was deprived of his liberty, though he neither wandered nor objected, the question whether the admission of a not unwilling patient amounts to a deprivation of liberty now has to be asked in every case. The effect of the ECtHR's judgment should have been to change practice in this respect. One might have expected as a consequence that MHA powers would have been used in some types of case where in the past admission and treatment would have been under common law, but this appears not to have happened. The best explanation for this is that practitioners have not been clear about what amounts to a deprivation of liberty where the patient is not objecting to or resisting admission.
Proposed amendments to the Mental Capacity Act 2005
The Government's considered response to the ECtHR's judgment is to amend the MCA so as to create a new regime for deprivation of liberty to sit alongside existing MHA detention powers. The proposed new MCA deprivation of liberty regime both sets legal criteria and creates a new statutory procedure for depriving a mentally incapacitated person of liberty. The criteria are to be found in six qualifying requirements:
(a) The age requirement: P has reached the age of 18.
(b) The mental health requirement: P is "suffering from mental disorder (within the meaning of the Mental Health Act, but disregarding any exclusion for persons with learning disability)." 23 (c) The mental capacity requirement: P "lacks capacity in relation to the question whether or not he should be accommodated in the relevant hospital or care home [i.e. that in which he is to be/is being deprived of his liberty] for the purpose of being given the relevant care or treatment."
The best interests requirement: P satisfies four conditions: i) That he is, or is to be, a detained resident.
ii) That it is in P's best interests for him to be a detained resident.
iii) That, in order to prevent harm to P, it is necessary for him to be a detained resident.
iv) That it is a proportionate response to-(a) the likelihood of P suffering harm, and (b) the seriousness of that harm, for him to be a detained resident.
(e) The eligibility requirement: P is not ineligible to be deprived of his liberty under the MCA. Ineligibility would arise if he were detained or detainable under the MHA (see below). (f) The no refusals requirement: P has not made a valid advance decision and there is not some other valid decision, of a donee of a lasting power of attorney or a deputy appointed by the Court of Protection, which conflicts with the decision made by D.
These requirements add to the substantive safeguards that are already to be found in the MCA. First, the definition of mental disorder is not in the MCA, which instead relies on the concept of mental incapacity alone. The mental disorder requirement is needed to comply with ECtHR case law which says that a deprivation of liberty by reason of unsoundness of mind must be based on medical evidence of mental disorder. 24 Second, the mental capacity requirement is helpful in directing D to the issue in relation to which P's capacity has to be determined, but it does not add anything of substance to the capacity test in the unamended MCA. Third, the best interests requirement, when taken together with section 4 of the MCA, appears to have much the same effect as section 6 of the MCA in relation to restrictions on liberty. However, unlike section 6 it refers not to what D reasonably believes but to P's best interests as an objective state of fact, which is established by the best interests assessment.
In responding to the Bournewood judgment, the Government has emphasised the need for procedural safeguards and it has expressly sought to cover each of the points of criticism made by the ECtHR. The proposed safeguards have a number of elements.
i) The requirement, except in cases of urgent necessity, to obtain an authorisation for a deprivation of liberty from the appropriate supervisory body.
The duty to apply to the supervisory body for a standard authorisation is placed on the hospital or care home where it is proposed that P will reside or, in some cases, is already residing. As an interim measure an emergency authorisation, lasting no longer than seven days, can be given by the managing authority of the hospital or care home if there is an urgent need for P to be a detained resident and an application has been made for a standard authorisation.
A standard authorisation, with a maximum duration of twelve months, will only be granted if the assessments obtained by the supervisory body show that all six qualifying requirements are satisfied. The supervisory body is then bound to give the authorisation. The supervisory body, which for a hospital admission is the responsible PCT and for a residential care home is the local authority, selects the people to carry out the assessments. There must be at least two assessments, including one by a doctor which deals with the mental health requirement and one by someone other than a doctor which deals with the best interests requirement. 25 Regulations may make provision for the selection and eligibility of people to carry out assessments, covering their experience, qualifications and any connection they may have with the supervisory body or the relevant hospital or care home.
ii) The requirement for the appointment of a representative for the person who is being deprived of liberty.
The duty to appoint a representative for the patient, "as soon as practicable after a standard authorisation is given", is imposed on the supervisory body. Before appointing someone as representative for P it must appear to the supervisory body that the person would, if appointed, maintain contact with P; represent P in matters relating to the deprivation of liberty arising from P's residence in the hospital or care home; and support P in relation to those matters. Regulations may provide for how the representative is to be 24 Winterwerp v Netherlands (1979-80) selected and by whom, although the actual appointment is made by the supervisory body. 26 The draft code of practice identifies the best interests assessor as having a pivotal role in determining whether P or P's attorney or deputy have selected someone who would be eligible to act as P's representative; and, if not, to consider recommending such a person. 27
iii) The requirement for periodic reviews to determine whether the grounds justifying deprivation of liberty still obtain.
When the period authorised by the current standard authorisation is due to expire, the managing authority of the hospital or care home must seek a fresh authorisation from the supervisory body. The process is essentially the same as for a new standard authorisation. In addition, the supervisory body will be bound to review the authorisation if requested to do so, for example by the managing authority or by the patient's representative. If the review shows that there have been relevant changes the supervisory body must obtain such further assessments as may be necessary.
iv) The right, conferred on both the patient and the representative, to apply to the Court of Protection to challenge the deprivation of liberty.
Both P and his or her representative have the right of application to challenge a standard authorisation. The detained person also has the right to apply to the Court to challenge an urgent authorisation. In determining any such application, the Court will have to decide whether P meets the six qualifying requirements.
Defining deprivation of liberty
The substantive requirements and procedural safeguards apply only in cases where P is to be, or is already, deprived of liberty. The Bill contains an interpretation provision which falls short of a definition of deprivation of liberty: "In this Act, references to deprivation of a person's liberty have the same meaning as in Article 5(1) of the Human Rights Convention." 28
The draft illustrative code of practice makes clear that "a person may only be deprived of their liberty in their own best interests and when there is no less restrictive alternative." The proposed safeguards exist for those cases "where deprivation of liberty is an unavoidable necessity… Every effort should be made to prevent deprivation of liberty becoming unavoidable." 29 It goes on to suggest how this is to be achieved. Those involved in the provision of residential accommodation should "to the greatest possible extent that safety considerations will allow, seek to operate care regimes that promote a person's control over their daily living and maximise their autonomy …This will both reduce the likelihood of deprivation of liberty arising, and enhance their quality of life. The reason given in the draft illustrative code for not including a definition of deprivation of liberty in the Bill is that "it is not possible to state that a particular measure would or would not constitute a deprivation of liberty in ECHR terms in every case. It will be necessary to consider all the factors involved on an individual basis." However, there are features which according to the draft code may be relevant in an individual case. One of those is that the person is prevented from leaving the hospital or care home and another is the choices they are free to make while they are there:
"The person is not allowed to leave the facility

If a person is, or would be, prevented from leaving the facility at all, whether by distraction, locked doors or restraint, that would be a relevant factor in considering whether or not there is deprivation of liberty. However, restrictions placed for the person's protection would not necessarily amount to deprivation of liberty in the absence of other restrictions, for example if they are only able to leave when accompanied by a friend, family member or carer, or are not allowed to leave in the middle of the night.
A person is not deprived of their liberty simply because they lack the physical ability to leave, or the mental capacity to form a genuine intention to leave. But such a person could still be deprived of their liberty if-• Family, friends or carers, who might reasonably expect to take decisions under the Mental Capacity Act 2005 in relation to the person, are prevented from moving them to another care setting or from taking them out. • They are given no (or very limited) opportunity temporarily to go outside of the home or hospital (escorted or otherwise) even though that is physically possible and it seems likely that they would enjoy it, it would reduce their distress or anxiety, or would otherwise be beneficial.
The person has no or very limited choice about their life within the care home or hospital
For example, where they can be within the facility, what they can do, whom they can associate with, when and what to eat. This could equally apply if choices were available but the care given to the person did not enable them to exercise that choice. If a person is not allowed any freedom of movement within the unit they are probably deprived of their liberty. Regular use of medication or seating from which a person cannot get up in order to control a person's behaviour and movement may constitute deprivation of liberty. Restrictions which are unavoidable in a group living situation, and which apply to all residents, would be unlikely in themselves to constitute a deprivation of liberty but this would depend on the context and the extent of other restrictions imposed on the person concerned." 32
In their legislative scrutiny report on the Mental Health Bill, 33 the Joint Committee on Human Rights commented unfavourably on this guidance, preferring Munby J's analysis of deprivation of liberty in JE and DE v Surrey County Council and EW. 34 
"We consider that deprivation of liberty is a less flexible and elusive concept than might be thought from the draft illustrative guidance. Since we posed this question to the Government, Munby J has delivered judgment in JE and DE v Surrey County Council and EW, holding that the crucial issue in determining whether there is a deprivation of liberty is not so much whether the person's freedom within the institutional setting is curtailed, but rather whether or not the person is free to leave." 35
The Joint Committee also commented critically on the complexity of the Bournewood safeguards and If this definition were to be inserted in the MCA it would surely increase the number of people subject to the new deprivation of liberty regime, as compared with the Government's prediction that there will not be a "large number" of cases. It would include every mentally incapacitated person who would be prevented from leaving the premises where they are being provided with residential or hospital care. The Joint Committee's definition, derived from Munby J, is much the same as that formulated by the Court of Appeal in the Bournewood case. According to evidence submitted by the Mental Health Act Commission to the House of Lords in that case, the Court of Appeal judgment would have resulted annually in an additional 48,000 MHA detentions. 37 To this figure would have to be added the considerably larger number of mentally incapacitated people who are resident in care homes, and thus outside the scope of MHA detention powers, but who are deprived of liberty in the sense that they would be prevented from leaving. 38
Deprivation of liberty and the use of the Mental Health Act 1983
The Government considers it would be undesirable if there was overlap between the MHA and MCA detention powers such that on a case by case basis a choice had to be made as to which was the more appropriate legal regime. Its solution is that the new MCA powers are to be used only in circumstances where existing MHA powers are not available.
Schedule 7 of the Mental Health Bill inserts a new schedule 1A in the MCA: "Persons Ineligible to be Deprived of Liberty by this Act". In giving precedence to the 1983 Act, this schedule includes not only the obvious case of people who are already detained pursuant to an application or order under the MHA, it also excludes from detention under the MCA people who are "within the scope of the Mental Health Act". Paragraph 12 of the schedule defines what is meant by being within the scope:
" (1) The object is to capture established practice under the MHA and to prevent any change that would result in people being detained under the MCA in future in circumstances where currently they would be detained under the MHA. If, on the other hand, someone would not now be detained under the MHA, but is nonetheless being deprived of liberty, the MCA is to be used. For example, a person who lacks capacity and does not object to hospital admission would not now be detained under the MHA. It is proposed that in future such a person, if deprived of liberty, would be detainable under the MCA. It is not clear, however, that Schedule 1A will have the result intended by the Government. Arguably, the effect of paragraph 12(5) of the schedule is that anyone who is deprived of liberty in a psychiatric hospital is detainable under the MHA and should be so detained rather than being deprived of liberty under the proposed MCA provisions. The only exception to this would appear to be people whose mental disorder excludes them from detention under section 3 and other treatment sections because of the restricted definitions of the classified forms of mental disorder currently to be found in section 1(2) of the MHA. 40 If we return again to the wandering patient and the guidance in paragraph 19.27 of the MHA Code of Practice, the question being addressed there is whether such a person is to be understood as objecting to being in hospital -the test being whether they are persistently and/or purposely trying to leave. If, however, deprivation of liberty does not, in such a case, depend on the person's intentions but solely on whether, regardless of their intentions, they would be allowed to leave, the guidance can be of no assistance. It cannot in any case provide the answer to the question whether, assuming there is a deprivation of liberty, it could lawfully be under the MHA. It is not possible to identify any provision in the MHA which precludes its use in such circumstances. The point is made succinctly in the current edition of the Mental Health Act Manual: "An assessment for the sectioning of a mentally incapacitated person who is compliant to being in hospital should be made if the patient is being deprived of his or her liberty as a failure to detain the patient under [the MHA] would violate the patient's right under Art. 5 of the ECHR." 41 Once it is accepted that it would be lawful to detain such a person under the MHA, the effect of paragraph 12(5) of schedule 1A is that they are within the scope of the MHA and thus excluded from the proposed MCA deprivation of liberty regime. This is apparently not the Government's intention. The Bournewood Briefing Sheet says: "The new [MCA] procedure cannot be used to detain people in hospital for treatment of mental disorder in situations where the Mental Health Act could be used instead if they are thought to object to detention for the purposes of such treatment. This will mean that people who object will be treated in broadly the same way as people with capacity who are refusing treatment for mental disorder and who need to be detained as a result." 42 The implication is that people who do not object will not be detained under the MHA, but instead will be deprived of their liberty under the MCA. If the Government does not want such people to be detained under the MHA it may have to make clear in the legislation which classes of people with mental disorders who are deprived of liberty fall to be dealt with under the MHA and MCA respectively.
What of the person with dementia who, albeit mentally incapacitated, does object to the hospital regime and subsequently to the residential care home? According to the Government, such a person is clearly within the scope of the MHA where admission to hospital is being considered or is effected. With the move to residential care, even though still objecting, he or she is clearly outside the scope, for the simple reason that the MHA is not capable of authorising a deprivation of liberty outside hospital. Such a person would therefore move from one legal regime to another at the point of leaving hospital. It is difficult to identify any principled reason why a different regime, with different legal criteria and procedural safeguards, should apply according only to the place of detention.
Another example is a person with what the Mental Health Bill defines as a learning disability: "a state of arrested or incomplete development of mind which includes significant impairment of intelligence and social functioning". If that person's learning disability is not "associated with abnormally aggressive or seriously irresponsible conduct on his part", he or she will be detainable under section 2 of the MHA for a maximum of 28 days but thereafter, assuming a lack of capacity, will be detainable in hospital only under the MCA, 43 regardless of his or her attitude to being in hospital and to the treatment being offered. The explanation for this is historical and may now appear anachronistic, the policy aim having been to avoid the use of formal legal powers in relation to most people with a learning disability who require in-patient psychiatric treatment. If that same individual objects to care in a nursing home he or she will, of course, be detainable only under the MCA.
Discussion
The following criticisms can be made of the Government's proposals:
1) The two detention regimes, respectively under the MHA and MCA, are designed for different purposes but in drawing the boundary between them the Government has not taken this into account. Instead the Government has sought, while not changing the scope of MHA detention powers, to create by amendments to the MCA a residual regime for deprivation of liberty outside the MHA. A consequence of the Government's proposals is that the same individual can move between the two regimes, by reason only of considerations such as the place of detention or a technical definition of mental disorder in the MHA, where there is no change in the individual's mental condition or attitude to receiving care. Moreover, the distinction between those within and outside the scope of the MHA is less clear than the Government has assumed. This may lead to inconsistencies in practice.
2) Another consequence of the Government's approach is that the new MCA detention regime has to cover a wide range of people who have in common only that they are in need of care in a hospital or other residential setting and they lack capacity to consent to it. If the proposed MCA powers were to be confined to those patients who are compliant with their care and whose mental incapacity is associated with a significant degree of cognitive impairment, it is arguable that a less complicated, and potentially less costly, regime would suffice to satisfy the Article 5 "in accordance with a procedure prescribed by law" requirement. This is of particular relevance because it appears that the Government has underestimated the number of mentally incapacitated people who are necessarily being deprived of their liberty and therefore the total cost of the new deprivation of liberty regime.
In relation to the first criticism, the MHA and MCA detention regimes are designed for different purposes. They have different legal criteria for detention and different procedural safeguards. As the historical background demonstrates, the essence of detention under the MHA is that the State takes away an individual's liberty against that person's will. The MHA, reflecting ECHR norms, sets a risk threshold before the state can legitimately intervene and it provides the individual with recourse to the mental health review tribunal to challenge the judgments of the professionals, whether about the presence or nature of a mental disorder or the risks associated with it. The tribunal has to consider the proportionality of any deprivation of liberty by balancing the risks, including to the patient himself, against the loss of liberty which detention necessarily entails. From the individual's point of view, the desired outcome in such proceedings is the recovery of liberty: the freedom to choose whether to remain in hospital or to return home.
The proposed MCA regime serves a different purpose, particularly if deprivation of liberty is equated with the individual not being free to leave the place where residential care is being provided. If for such an individual, like HL in the Bournewood case, it would, as Lord Nolan said, be "wholly irresponsible … to let him leave", 44 it is difficult to envisage how there could be a successful challenge to such a deprivation of liberty. There may of course be instances where the professionals get the judgment wrong, such that it would be safe for the person to be free to leave; but where the mental incapacity is associated with significant cognitive impairment it is unlikely that there would be many such cases. Different considerations will arise in cases such as HL's where at all times there was available a better alternative to hospital care. However, it would surely be a mistaken view to see this as an Article 5 issue equivalent to the patient detained under the MHA who asserts the right to return home. For someone like HL, the question whether to remain in hospital or to return home is essentially a judgment made by others about his best interests. It is not about deprivation of liberty, as presumably he would not be free to leave wherever he was being properly cared for, for the reason give by Lord Nolan. Within the framework of the MCA, the question as to an incapacitated person's place of residence would normally be considered applying the principles and procedures in the main body of the Act, rather than through the proposed new deprivation of liberty regime.
It is no doubt true that many of those who are detained under the MHA, including those with mental illnesses such as schizophrenia who are not cognitively impaired, lack capacity at the point of admission. What they have in common is that they object to being in hospital or to receiving treatment. To a greater or lesser degree they assert the right to be free to make their own choices. The MHA is undoubtedly the appropriate legal framework for such people. It is no less appropriate because they happen to be in a nursing home rather than a hospital or because they have a learning disability which is not associated with "abnormally aggressive or seriously irresponsible conduct". The first element of a coherent approach to the ECtHR's judgment in the Bournewood case would be to bring within the MHA all those who object to the care regime which deprives them of their liberty. This would mean extending MHA detention to settings other than hospitals, possibly through an enhanced MHA guardianship regime.
The second element would be to exclude from detention under the MHA all those who do not object to the care regime which deprives them of their liberty. It is accepted that it may sometimes be difficult to know whether a person is or is not objecting but this is something which, as now, could be the subject of guidance in a code of practice.
The third element would be to include within the MCA a definition of deprivation of liberty of the kind proposed by the Joint Committee on Human Rights. People who lack capacity and are deprived of liberty because of mental disorder, but who do not object or resist, would come within a new MCA detention regime.
Turning to the second criticism, in seeking to ensure that the new MCA regime complies with the Article 5 "in accordance with a procedure prescribed by law" requirement, the Government's approach has been to meet the criticisms made by the ECtHR in the Bournewood case. Its proposed procedural safeguards mirror those criticisms. The Government appears to have assumed that in drawing attention to the lack of specific procedural safeguards in connection with HL's admission to Bournewood, the ECtHR intended to lay down minimum standards for an If the Government had started from the position that the proposed MCA detention powers would only apply to people who are compliant and whose mental incapacity is associated with significant cognitive impairment, it could then have asked both what was desirable to safeguard their interests and what was minimally necessary to comply with the Article 5 "in accordance with a procedure prescribed by law" requirement.
The aim is to ensure that decision-making which leads to an individual being deprived of liberty is not arbitrary. As was acknowledged by the ECtHR in Bournewood, the decision-making framework of the MCA, as now enacted, goes considerably further than common law to reduce the risk of arbitrariness. If it were felt that decisions resulting in deprivation of liberty raise issues requiring special consideration, the provisions already enacted in section 6 of the MCA, which deal with restraint, provide a model for incorporating additional substantive safeguards in relation to decision-making under the MCA. Many of the points of criticism in the ECtHR's judgment in Bournewood, such as the exact purpose of admission and the requirement for a continuing clinical assessment of the persistence of a mental disorder, could be incorporated into the MCA by way of safeguards for decisions resulting in deprivation of liberty. Additional safeguards could include an explicit proportionality requirement and other matters pertinent to such a decision. It is difficult to see that anything more is needed. Such matters would have to be considered as part of the decision-making process under the MCA which leads to the incapacitated person being placed in hospital or residential care and would be covered in the resulting care plan. There should not normally be any need for further medical or other assessments specifically for the purpose of compliance with Article 5.
As to formal procedural safeguards, if the MCA deprivation of liberty regime were to be reserved for people with significant cognitive impairment who do not object to their care, less stringent and complex safeguards would be needed than those now proposed by the Government. There are only two essential requirements. First, to identify, record and notify the registration body whenever a mentally incapacitated person is being deprived of their liberty by a public authority in circumstances where the person is not objecting. If the legal test under the MCA for deprivation of liberty is whether they would be prevented from leaving the hospital or care home, this should present few difficulties to mental health professionals and care providers. The second requirement, in order to comply with Article 5(4) of the ECHR, is that the person deprived of liberty, or someone else on their behalf, must have the opportunity to challenge the deprivation of liberty by an application to the Court of Protection. This entails the appointment of a representative by a body which is independent of the place of detention. There would need to be a procedure for identifying the most suitable person to act as representative. This would usually, though not invariably, be a family member.
Conclusion
The Government's response to the problems thrown up by the Bournewood case in the ECtHR is limited and pragmatic. While recognising the necessity to regularise the legal position of people who are unlawfully being deprived of liberty under common law powers, it does not wish to extend the full MHA detention regime to everyone who may be deprived of liberty. It therefore proposes to fill the Bournewood gap but to leave the scope of MHA detention powers unchanged. There are serious disadvantages in approaching law reform in this way. Legislation which is not underpinned by clear principles and legal definitions is likely to result in unforeseen consequences, for example an increased number of detentions of compliant patients under the MHA. By failing to define who will come within the proposed new MCA provisions, it risks creating an unnecessarily complex and costly detention regime under the MCA with little discernible benefit to the people whose interests it is intended to protect.
